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IN THE SUPREME COURT 
OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
PHIL L. HANSEN, 
Pla·intiff and Appellant, 
vs. 
LEGAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 
OF THE UTAH STATE LEGISLA-
TURE, 
Defendant and Respondent. 
PETITION 
FOR 
REHEARING 
No. 
10784 
COMES NOW the Defendant and Respondent, by 
and through its attorney and petitions the above Hon-
orable Court for rehearing. 
This petition is filed to have the Court reconsider 
its decision which was filed July 10, 1967 and is made 
pursuant to Rule 76 (e) of the Utah Rules and Civil Pro-
cedure. 
rrhe petitioner asserts and alleges that the Court 
erred in the following particulars : 
(1) Article 24, Section 12, of Utah Constitution 
does not read as it is quoted in the Court's written 
opinion. 
(2) Article 24, Section 12 of Utah Constitution 
does not define the term "state officers" to whom the 
attorney general shall act as Legal Advisor. 
( 3) State vs. Yelle, 329 P.2d 841 ( 1958) is consti-
tutionally a similar case. 
( 4) Defendant and Respondent does rely on other 
things than State v. Yelle and the past practice of hiring 
reference attorneys. 
( 5) The Legi sla tu re is not trying to emasculate the 
attorney general's office, but rather is trying to provide 
services to the members of the Legislature that will allow 
them to meet the new and complex problems of an ex-
panded government. 
Respectfully submitted, 
VERL R. TOPHAM 
Attorney for Def cndant and 
Respondent 
714 Walker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
